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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application, as presently amended and in light of the 
following discussion, is respectfully requested. 

Claims 132-133 and 135-136 are pending, with Claim 134 cancelled and Claims 135- 
136 amended by the present amendment. Claims 135 and 136 are amended to correct 
antecedent basis. No new matter is added. The following remarks are repeated from 
Applicant's response of June 13, 2006. However, contrary to the remarks of June 13, 2006, 
no terminal disclaimer was filed with that response, and no terminal disclaimer is being filed 
with the present response. 

In the Official Action, Applicant's response of December 8, 2005 was fovind to be 
non-responsive and Claim 1, Claims 21-118, and Claims 119-131 were subject to a 
Restriction Requirement. In the Official Action of September 8, 2005, Claim 1 was rejected 
under the judicially created doctrine of double patenting over Claim 1 of U.S. Patent No. 
6,628,413 (hereinafter Lee); the title was objected to; Claim 1 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bertran et al. ("Print Rasterization Moves Hostward With 
Support From SCSI", Computer Technology Review, May 12, 1992, No. 6, Los Angeles, 
CA, hereinafter Bertran) in view of Osbom (article "Jandel Scientific Announces Java (R) 
1.4", news release, Corte Madera, CA, March 1, 1991). 

Claim 132 corresponds to originally filed Claim 1, albeit amended to recite additional 
features described in Applicants* originally filed specification. No new matter is added. 

In response to the Restriction Requirement, Applicant elects without traverse Claim 1, 
reintroduced here as Claim 132. With Applicant's election, the question of a noncompliant 
response is moot. 

Regarding the rejection of Claim 1 (now Claim 132), Apphcants draw the Examiner's 
attention to the file history of Application Serial No. 08/856,183, now U.S. Patent No. 
6,628,413. As noted in Applicants' responses of July 22 and December 14, 1999, and as 
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acknowledged by the Official Action of January 19, 2000, Osbom (sic Osbon) is not a valid 
reference under 35 U.S.C, 102 and 103. Regarding the patentability of the presently claimed 
invention. Applicants also draw the Examiner's attention to the decision of the Board of 
Patent Appeals and Interferences of April 23, 2002 which remanded the application to the 
Examiner, resulting in the issuance of a Notice of Allowance. Applicants submit the present 
claims are patentable at least for the reasons discussed in the decision of the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences and in the Notice of Allowance. 

Accordingly, in view of the present amendment and in light of the previous 
discussion. Applicants respectfully submit that the present apphcation is in condition for 
allowance and respectfully request an early and favorable action to that effect. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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